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in part, of the prevailing interpretation of urban councils as the chief executive organs of civic government, the control of which was necessary for one's economic interests to be forwarded in the town. Many medieval English towns had a two-tiered system of councils, a smaller council of aldermen and a larger 'common council'. Historians traditionally see increases in the responsibilities of the 'common council' and attention to its activities as indications of the temporary rise to power of artisans, craftsmen, and other lesser citizens, while power vested in the 'aldermanic' council constituted a victory for the wealthier mercantile class. The regulation of urban councils is, thus, most often seen as an expression of tension between economic classes, and not as a response to more political problems of public authority.
The Functions of Councils
This paper argues that the historiographical separation of royal and urban councils is unwarranted: a 'politics of counsel' existed both at the royal court and in towns, and from examining it we may understand better the interplay between centre and locality in later medieval political culture. The first step in this process is recognising that royal and civic councils were more similar than they might initially appear. It is not accurate to ascribe purely advisory functions to the former and executive and representative functions to the latter. Almost ignored by historians is the fact that all urban councils, whether aldermanic or common councils, were charged with advising the mayor, as is apparent from the oaths of office that urban councillors took. 6 Bristol's town councillors swore to 'ghif trewe and hole counsell to all yhour History of Political Thought', Urban History Yearbook, 9 (1982), 18-20. konnyng to the Mair…and ghif no parcial counsel for loue, fauour, brocage 7 nor hate of no person'. 8 Aldermen and common councillors in London, Norwich, Stamford, Canterbury, and
Northampton made similar promises. 9 Therefore, there is little justification for excluding urban councils from a discussion of the 'politics of counsel' since they, too, were comprised of men sworn to advise the head of a political body.
This is not to say that royal and urban councils played identical roles. Mayors could not use the town's common seal or make decisions of importance to the community without the consent of councillors, while a fundamental tenet of medieval kingship was that the king should be unrestrained by his council. 10 Mayors were usually municipal councillors elevated to their (Manchester, Manchester University Press, 1931), p. 30.
7 In Middle English, the word 'brocage' or 'brokage' indicated any business transacted through an intermediary or any act of procurement, but could also have sinister connotations of bribery, dishonesty, or undue covertness. See
Middle English Dictionary, http://quod.lib.umich.edu/cgi/m/mec/med-idx?type=id&id=MED6130. 12 This does not necessarily mean that common councillors were delegates acting for particular constituencies (although in some cases they were associated with particular wards or trades), but rather that they were regarded as an embodiment, image, or 'representation' of the wider community. See H. F. Pitkin, 'Representation', in T. Ball, J. were often elected by the citizens of the town, while royal councillors were ordinarily chosen by the king without formal consultation of any other bodies.
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Urban 'common councils', in particular, were regarded as embodying the will of the community as a whole. The common councils of Norwich and Shrewsbury, like the parliamentary commons, each had a 'speaker' who reported the views of the commonalty to the mayor and aldermen.
14 Nevertheless, the royal council, too, was an executive and representative as well as an advisory body. By the end of the fourteenth century, royal councillors increasingly met without the king being present, and determined petitions, investigated riots, or considered diplomatic problems. 15 During royal minorities, the royal council was often delegated some of the Bedford and Gloucester, in 1427, when they swore oaths acknowledging that the government of the realm during the king's minority was to be exercised by no one man alone, but by the lords of the kingdom collectively. The body of lords possessing this authority would be the lords sitting in parliaments or great councils when those assemblies were in session, but would, on most occasions, be the royal council. 16 As this last example suggests, the royal council was also believed to represent the community of the realm more broadly speaking, and to act in its interests. 17 It was also understood that the royal council should contain men from each of the three estates of the realm. This was particularly the case in times when the council possessed an unusual degree of authority, no doubt in an effort to reinforce the legitimacy of the body's should hear the chamberlains' accounts and issue ordinances, and that their consent should be necessary for the mayor to make any grants under the common seal. 25 Thus, at both national and urban levels, when existing power relations failed, more institutionalised councils and stricter guidelines on the provision of counsel were set up to restore faith in government.
These more formalised councils, however, did not always crystallise in the same way or with the same effects. The forms that conciliar regulation took varied from case to case: they included the creation new councils, the introduction of new conciliar practices or by-laws, and the reiteration or codification of existing conciliar procedures. 26 Nor did the formalisation of councils always advantage particular social groups over others. Just as historians of the reign of Henry IV have demonstrated that the establishment of institutionalised royal councils did not necessarily benefit the nobility or parliament at the expense of the king, neither were the more formalised urban councils in the interests of any particular class. 27 While increased regulation of councils could deposit new powers in the hands of a restricted circle of men, it could also make both aldermanic and common councils more accountable to the urban commonalty at large, to whom their activities would now be more transparent. 28 The institutionalisation of councils could also prove to be either a temporary measure, dispensed with once its immediate purpose had been fulfilled, or a more lasting one. The councils set up in 1411-12 to resolve disputes in
Bishop's Lynn were purpose-built and short-lived, but the two-tiered structure of councils aspect. 30 In spite of these variations, though, institutionalised councils retained the same, fairly specific, purpose: to address crises in authority. The fact that they performed this function for both urban and national political communities helped to strengthen ties between town and centre and to create a political dialogue to which both could contribute.
The Politics of Counsel, 1420-9
Having established that royal and urban councils in later medieval England shared more functions and features than historians have hitherto allowed, the question still remains-how do such similarities contribute to a 'politics of counsel'? After all, both kings and mayors received counsel from those who were not formally sworn councillors, and, as we have seen, both royal and urban councils performed functions that were not explicitly related to the provision of advice.
31
Councils, however, were intimately related to the 'politics of counsel', in that they came to the forefront of politics when the relationship between counselling and decision-making became fraught-whether that was because there was no universally recognised authority to take counsel and act upon it (as in the case of a royal minority or a particularly faction-ridden civic government), or because the counsel heard by the king or mayor came from sources which the political community did not trust. The study of councils, then, highlights the fissures and complications that could arise from the process of counsel-giving and counsel-taking, and political experiences of town and nation, and not purely at an abstract level. In the remainder of this paper we shall examine English royal and urban councils in the period 1420 to 1429 to illustrate the practical consequences that shared concepts of 'council' had for the relationship between the polity and urban localities.
The years 1420 to 1429 witnessed an unusually large number of attempts by both royal and urban governments to institutionalise or define the powers of councils, and thus provides the ideal time frame within which to analyse the ties between town and Crown created by a shared repertoire of 'councils' and 'counsel'. The immediate spur for the formalisation of councils was probably different in each instance, and rooted in conditions peculiar to the community concerned. Henry V's council had left comparatively few records and had few clearly defined functions until 1420, probably because he was an adult king whose policies were generally uncontested. 35 In the final two years of his reign (1420 to 1422), however, more letters patent were issued 'by advice of the council' and a more detailed record of council decisions was kept-possibly as part of an attempt to allay fears that the English king might seek counsel from the French, now that Henry V had been declared heir to the realm of France by the May 1420
Treaty of Troyes. 36 The increased definition of the functions of the royal council over 1422 to 1429 stemmed from the need for those governing in the name of the child Henry VI to be accountable for their actions, and to delineate the bounds between the council's executive and London. 40 While conciliarism undoubtedly played its part, it was primarily everyday interactions between representatives of royal and civic governments, and particularly attendance at parliament, that fostered the shared conceptions of institutionalised councils present in national and urban politics during the 1420s. The 'politics of counsel' was a product of the ties between urban localities and the polity, and also served to reinforce them.
This is apparent to some degree at the end of Henry V's reign, the years 1420 to 1422, when the enhanced authority of the royal council and the appearance of a book chronicling its reasonable to posit that more intimate relations between towns and the Crown in the early years of the 1420s contributed towards a shared political culture.
It was in Henry VI's minority, however, that the similarities between regulations for royal and urban councils became most apparent. The 1422 parliament authorised the royal council to appoint customs officials and to manage marriages, wardships, and other feudal casualties belonging to the Crown during the king's nonage. 43 In early 1424, during the second session of the 1423 parliament, another series of regulations regarding the conduct of the minority council was passed. At the Commons' request, the names of the king's councillors were submitted to parliament, and then the councillors themselves submitted articles suggesting reforms for the working of the council, including stipulations that no single member of the council could grant offices or favours on the council's behalf and that the council should be bound to consult the royal justices on any matters concerning the king's lands or prerogative.
44
Interestingly, in October 1422, around the same time as these parliamentary ordinances institutionalising the functions of the minority council were passed, Coventry established new rules for its own council. These included provisions that the mayor should not make any grant of land or office under the common seal except in the presence of the council of 48. 45 The principle that grants under the common seal could not be made unilaterally by the mayor, but required the consent of a council had also been reiterated in Lincoln in April 1422. 46 When specific conditions made the exercise of authority more difficult than usual, both parliament and urban assemblies viewed it as important to emphasise the stewardship of councils over property and 43 PROME, x, 26-7; PPC, iii, 13-18. See also Roskell, Commons of 1422, pp. 98-109.
44 PROME, x, 84-6; PPC, iii, 148-51. prerogatives belonging to the community as a whole.
The regulation and standardisation of royal and urban councils in these years were not always imposed by larger representative assemblies: councillors themselves created detailed rules for their own conduct and outlined the duties they would be expected to perform. The minority council of Henry VI did so on a number of occasions during the mid-1420s, in addition to the guidelines set by parliament. A 1424 council ordinance stipulated that lords in dispute with one another should submit their grievances to the judgment of the council, and that the lords concerned should promise to obey that body's verdict. 47 Later that year, the minority council instituted a salary structure for its members, and established fines for councillors who missed meetings without good reason. 48 In 1425, all councillors were enjoined to swear an oath not to harm their colleagues, and they were also forbidden from disclosing the council's deliberations to outside parties or from showing special favour to any suitor petitioning the council. 49 The following year, the minority council issued a fuller set of regulations for its own behaviour, in which councillors were guaranteed the right to speak freely during council meetings and in which the same men were prohibited from maintaining, encouraging, or harbouring disturbers of the peace.
50
Even though these internal ordinances were not passed in parliament, and therefore less likely to reach a public audience, they, too, bore close resemblance to regulations passed by urban governments. Most similar is a series of ordinances passed by the civic government of That royal and urban regimes in the 1420s should stress the same principles of conciliar government-secrecy, internal cohesion, and the maintenance of publicly-held property-can be accounted for, in part, by the similar constitutional status of royal minority governments and municipal governments, but was also derived from joint participation in the political life of the realm. 53 Urban representatives attended the parliaments in which the powers of the minority council were delineated, and may possibly have entered into more general discussions taking place there about the role of the king's council. There is evidence, moreover, that civic governments took peculiar interest in parliamentary discussions about the royal minority council. London. 58 The Alnwick-Estfeld connection could possibly have brought the Liber Albus, a
London custumal written in 1419 that devoted extensive attention to the roles of the city's aldermen and common councillors, to the attention of the royal minority council, and could also have contributed to the shared concern with secrecy that occupied both the London and the royal councils during the mid-1420s. 59 Alnwick went on to become bishop of Norwich in February 1426, and was consecrated in August. 60 This was only a few months before the passage of the November 1426 ordinances for the conduct of the minority council, which were strikingly similar to the 1424 indenture regulating the conduct of the aldermen of Norwich. Alnwick spent much time in Norwich during his episcopate, and he may have been aware of the 1424 Norwich document and used that knowledge to craft the new regulations for the royal council.
61

Conclusion
In later medieval England concerns over the institutionalisation of councils-such as their relationship to executive authority, the responsibilities councillors should perform, and expectations about the correct conduct of councillors-were not restricted to debates about the king. The same basic concepts and points of contention also formed part of the vocabulary of urban politics. Therefore, to understand fully the role played by counsel and councils in the political culture of this period, it is essential to view national and urban politics in tandem, and to examine how their activities fed upon one another. The rules by which politics was played were determined not just by a central government, whose norms filtered down to the localities, but were formed over time through the experiences of many different sectors of society in many different political environments. Kings, aristocrats, clergy, and towns all contributed to a common fund of political ideas and mechanisms, from which each could draw as the situation demanded. 62 The institutionalisation of councils, as a response to complications in the exercise of authority, was one of the components of this repertoire. Discussion of the 'politics of counsel'
in the later medieval period thus provides an excellent opportunity to create a new, blended narrative of royal and urban governance, and, more generally, to re-cast political culture as a holistic, rather than top-down, sphere of activity. 
